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ABSTRACT
Adolescent externalizing behaviors have consistently been related to both poverty
and family dysfunction within the psychological literature; however, the distinction
between the effects of objective poverty and perceived poverty on adolescent behavior is
relatively new. The current study aimed at understanding the relationship between
adolescents’ perceived poverty and their engagement in externalizing behaviors. The
sample for this study is 194 at-risk youths in a military-style residential program.
Participants completed a series of questionnaires addressing perceptions of their family’s
financial status, family chaos, the number of daily routines practiced within their home,
and history of externalizing behaviors. Additionally, information about participants’
community of origin and records of their disciplinary infractions was be retrieved from
the youths’ files following program completion. It was hypothesized that greater
perceptions of poverty will be associated with higher numbers of disciplinary infractions
and externalizing behavior. Further, it was hypothesized that this relationship will be
moderated by family chaos and daily routines. Hypotheses were partially supported
indicating that daily routines and family chaos played a more important role in selfreported externalizing behaviors; whereas poverty played a more significant role in
participants receiving disciplinary infractions. Furthermore, poverty had an inverse
relationship with disciplinary infractions which was contradictory to hypotheses. Results
contribute to the complex literature base regarding the literature surrounding family
environment, poverty, and problematic behavior in youth, as well as provide insight into
future avenues of intervention for at-risk adolescents.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION
According to the 2017 United States census, 12.7% of Americans (40,616,000
people) are living in poverty. Youth are overrepresented in this population, with 18% (or
13,253,000 children) living at or below the poverty line. Growing up in poverty has been
linked to a multitude of negative outcomes such as poor academic achievement (BrooksGun et al., 1993; Dombusch, Ritter, & Steinberg, 1991; Entwisle et al., 1994),
externalizing behaviors (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1993; Duncan et al., 1994), and an increased
likelihood of engaging in delinquent and criminal activity (Loeber & Wikstrom, 1993).
As a result of the plethora of information surrounding the negative effects of poverty,
research is now shifting to focus on understanding the underlying mechanisms behind
these outcomes.
Poverty in the United States
Before examining the impact that poverty has on individuals and their families, it
is important to understand some information about poverty in the United States. The
current poverty line for a family of four is a gross annual household income of
$24,858.00 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). An important thing to note when examining
poverty in the United States is that poverty does not impact the population equally. When
poverty rates are broken down according to demographic information such as race,
gender, and geographic location, minorities are significantly more likely to live in
poverty than white Americans, women are more likely to be poor than men, and
individuals living in the southeastern part of the United States are more likely to
experience poverty than those living in other areas of the country.
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Poverty in Mississippi
The current study examines youth living in Mississippi. Mississippi’s total
population is 2,892,894 people with 20.8% living at or below the poverty line. This
makes it the poorest state in the country (Center for American Progress, 2018).
Mississippi also ranks as the state with the highest percentage of working aged women
living in poverty (22.6%) and the highest rate of food insecurity (18.7%). It ranks as the
state with the second highest percentage of youth living in poverty (29.4%), and third
highest percentage of working aged men living in poverty (15.8%). Almost one-third of
African American (31.3%) and over one-fifth of Latinx (21.6%) Mississippians are
currently living below the poverty line. Mississippi residents disproportionately
experience poverty and poverty related conditions, which makes it an important location
for poverty-related research.
Negative Outcomes of Poverty
As mentioned above, poverty has been linked to a multitude of negative outcomes
impacting both physical and mental health. People living in poverty are more likely to
experience physical problems such as difficulties due to pollution exposure (Evans,
2004), obesity (Levine, 2011), and cardiovascular disease (Evans & Kim, 2007). Along
with physical illnesses, cognitive development may also be impacted by poverty. The
literature has shown that people living in poverty tend to have lower IQ scores (KimCohen, Moffitt, Capsi, & Taylor, 2004) and working memory deficits (Evans &
Schamberg, 2009). Socioeconomic status (SES) is also an influential factor when it
comes to mental health. Persistently poor families are more likely to have children with
internalizing and externalizing behavior problems (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997) and
2

psychiatric disorders (Costello, Keeler, & Angold, 2001), as well as generally higher
levels of antisocial traits (Kim-Cohen, Moffitt, Capsi, & Taylor, 2004), depression
(Swartz, Hariri, & Williamson, 2017; Tracy, Zimmerman, Galea, MacCauley, & Strep,
2008), and anxiety (Costello, Keeler, & Angold, 2001).
One explanation as to why low SES leads to the problems mentioned above is the
social environment surrounding poverty. Adolescents living in low SES neighborhoods
have smaller social support networks and are more likely than youths living in middle
class neighborhoods to rely on peers for support rather than adults (Bo, 1994; Malecki &
Demaray, 2006). This can be particularly problematic when peers within one’s social
support system have higher than average rates of problem behaviors such as aggression
or delinquency. Researchers have found that children from low-income single-parent
families are more likely to have contact with aggressive peers (Sinclair, Petit, Harrist,
Dodge, & Bates, 1994). Contact with aggressive peers often leads to exposure to
violence, which is considered a risk factor for the development of antisocial personality
traits (Evans, 2004). Delinquent peer groups are also considered an important predictive
variable in the development of problematic externalizing behaviors such as peer violence
and criminal activity (i.e., car-motorcycle theft, arson, armed robbery; Chung &
Steinberg, 2006; Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry, 2003). Combining these findings, the
literature shows that living in poverty is associated with environmental factors that have
detrimental impacts on mental and behavioral health.
Poverty and Externalizing Behaviors
There is a significant amount of support in the literature suggesting that poverty is
related specifically to increased externalizing behaviors. For example, growing up in
3

poverty has been shown to increase an individual’s risk of committing a violent crime
(Hsieh & Pugh, 1993), engaging in substance use, developing conduct problems, and
carrying out delinquent acts (Murry et al., 2011) A number of studies have also found
direct effects of familial poverty on increased externalizing behavior (Haynie, Silver, &
Teasdale, 2006; Beyers, Loeber, Wikstrom, & Stouthamer-Lober, 2001). Further, in an
extensive review of the literature covering adolescent substance use, Armstrong and
Costello (2002) mentioned both poverty and family functioning as well-established risk
factors for adolescent substance use and substance abuse. Importantly, these findings
hold even when controlling for other risk factors, such as impulsivity (Beyers, Loeber,
Wikström, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2001). Neighborhood disadvantage, rather than a
family’s specific income, has also been implicated in the development of childhood
conduct problems, as children living in traditionally poor neighborhoods have been found
more likely to develop pathological levels of conduct problems when compared to
children from more economically diverse or higher SES neighborhoods (Schonberg &
Shaw, 2007). Additionally, the prolonged consequences of poverty are highlighted by
research showing that early childhood poverty predicts externalizing symptomatology in
emerging adulthood (Evans & Cassells, 2014). These results provide evidence that the
effects of childhood poverty are enduring, and that the increased externalizing symptoms
associated with childhood poverty exposure can persist into early adulthood.
Conversely, the effects of childhood poverty are also evident when examining the
positive outcomes that occur when individuals escape poverty. Many researchers have
taken advantage of longitudinal studies to examine the influence of poverty on both
internalizing and externalizing problems (Costello, Erkanli, Copeland, & Angold, 2010).
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Findings have generally shown that moving out of poverty seems to alleviate
externalizing symptomatology (Katz, Kling, & Liebman, 1999; Slopen, Fitzmaurice,
Williams, & Gilman, 2010). One of the earlier pieces of evidence involves youths who
moved out of low-income neighborhoods. That study showed that boys, specifically, had
fewer externalizing problems once they were living in more economically prosperous
neighborhoods (Katz, Kling, & Liebman, 1999). A two-year study examining the effects
of food insecurity on externalizing and internalizing symptomatology found that children
who remained food insecure throughout the two–year study period were twice as likely to
display externalizing behaviors as the children who started the study as food insecure but
were no longer food insecure at the end of the study (Slopen, Fitzmaurice, Williams, &
Gilman, 2010). Cross-sectional studies can also provide some insight into whether
interventions aimed at improving a family’s financial situation affect children’s behavior.
A study of two groups of Native Americans found that families that received income
supplements had children with lower levels of externalizing problems but the same levels
of internalizing problems when compared to families who were not receiving
supplements (Costello, Erkanli, Copeland, & Angold, 2010). These findings suggest that
changes in financial status have a significant impact on psychopathology in general, but
particularly for the development of externalizing problems.
Perceived Poverty
Although multiple negative outcomes have been associated with poverty, the
correlation between family income and these negative outcomes is not perfect, indicating
that other factors contribute to the development of maladaptive consequences. One way
to further understand the relationship between poverty and negative outcomes is to
5

examine the way in which poverty has historically been measured. Prior research
reporting significant associations between poverty and maladaptive outcomes has only
considered objective poverty. Objective poverty is determined using data such as poverty
thresholds and SES cut-off points. As mentioned earlier, the current poverty line for a
family of four is a gross annual household income of $24,858.00 (U.S. Census Bureau,
2017). Although well-defined and simple, the poverty line does not take into account
variability due to location, extended family and community resources, or other factors
that may affect the lived experience of lower-income families. Cutoff points and
thresholds provide a clear and concise way to categorize people, but they cannot capture
an individual family’s experience of living in poverty.
In order to better understand the effects poverty has on individuals, a measure
focused on an individual’s perceptions of their socioeconomic status and access to
resources, sometimes termed “perceived poverty” can be helpful. Perceived poverty has
not been outwardly defined in the literature but is considered to be the level in which a
person is cognizant of their own, or their families’, financial hardships (McLoyd et al.,
1994; Conger et al., 1999; Roosa, Deng, Nair, & Burrell, 2005). Perceived poverty is a
relatively understudied concept within psychological literature, with very few studies
looking at how adolescent perceived poverty contributes to problematic behavioral
outcomes.
The concept of perceived poverty was first reported in a 1994 study by McLoyd
and colleagues. Researchers examined the relationship between maternal hardships and
adolescent psychological well-being within a group of 241 African American middle
schoolers. They found that youths who were more aware of their family’s financial
6

troubles had greater internalizing symptoms such as low self-esteem and high anxiety. In
that study, youths’ perceptions of hardship were predicted by financial strain reported by
their mothers. This suggests that mothers under financial strain were likely externally
expressing their financial struggles within the household, which increased adolescent
awareness of money problems. This outward expression of financial struggles, along with
other stressors present in these households (i.e., parental emotional distress) could explain
why some families in poverty struggle emotionally more than others.
Conger and colleagues (1999) expanded upon McLoyd’s model by predicting that
internalizing characteristics among lower-income youth were not only present due to
perceived family hardship, but also caused by experiencing direct deprivation (e.g., not
being able to go to the movies with friends because of limited finances), as well as
marital conflict within the home. Their hypotheses were supported, and they found that
familial conflict, awareness of poverty, and deprivation due to limited money were
associated with increased internalizing problems among the adolescents. The Family
Stress Model (FSM) was developed as a response to these findings (Conger & Conger,
2002). The FSM suggests that when financial resources are low, partners (e.g. parents)
are at more risk for emotional distress, which in turn increases the risk of familial conflict
and leads to potential psychological consequences for children within the family.
McLoyd and Conger’s models help create a better understanding of how financial
hardships can lead to strained family relationships within the home, and how this
increased stress can result in socioemotional problems in adolescents. However, this prior
research has largely focused on internalizing symptoms in children and the model should
also be tested in the context of externalizing symptoms.
7

Family Chaos
Along with added familial relationship stress within the homes of poor
adolescents, theories about the effects of chaotic living conditions have been used to
explain the increased risk for psychological distress within this population. Chaotic living
conditions can be defined as suboptimal home environments that consist of unpredictable
living conditions and problems such as overcrowding, excessive noise (Evans, 2004;
Saegert & Evans, 2003), and lack of daily routines (Brody & Flor, 1997; Jordan, 2003).
Studies have found that chaotic living conditions interfere with cognitive development
(Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000) and the development of protective personality traits
such as competency and empathy (White, 1959; Fontaine, Mccrory, Boivin, Moffitt, &
Viding, 2011). One study compared impoverished children to their middle-class peers
and found that those living in poverty were more likely to be exposed to chaotic living
conditions, which in turn led to psychological distress and maladaptive cognitive
conditions such as learned helplessness (Evans et al., 2005). In a historical study of lowincome kids in London in the 1970s, researchers found that economically disadvantaged
children often experienced various forms of family chaos (Rutter, Yule, Quinton,
Rowland, Yule, & Berger, 1974). Specifically, youths whose parents had low paying jobs
were more likely to report living with a single parent, having been in foster care for more
than one week, having a parent incarcerated, living in crowded homes or public housing,
and attending schools with high teacher turnover rates. When evaluating the impact of
environmental stressors in this sample, family chaos moderated the relationship between
SES and psychiatric disorders in children from low income neighborhoods but not in
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children from high income neighborhoods, suggesting that familial/household stress is
particularly detrimental to low income youth.
Daily Routines
The combination of poverty and family chaos may be especially detrimental to
youths’ well-being because both of these factors are likely to disrupt daily routines within
the household. Having predictable routines, or lack of chaos, is essential to healthy
childhood development. Prior research on parenting has indicated that routines foster a
sense of safety and predictability in children (Curtis, 2000) and provide children with a
sense of control over their own environment (Kase, 1999). Providing a sense of
predictability, control, and safety in one’s environment may explain why we see routines
as a buffer to the effects of stress experienced by living in poverty (Loukas & Prelow,
2004; Bridley & Jordan, 2012). Research has shown that children with regular household
routines, such as waking up at the same time every day and having family meals together,
have better socioemotional outcomes (Kliewer & Kluger, 1998; Bater & Jordan, 2017),
are more socially competent (Keltner, 1990), and are exposed to less familial violence
(Emery & Laumann-Billings, 1998). One explanation for these associations is that family
routines are linked to the development of self-regulatory behaviors in children which in
turn decrease externalizing problems (Brody & Flor, 1997). Considering the buffering
effects self-regulation can have on problematic adolescent behavior (Gardner, Dishion, &
Connell, 2008; Goodnight et al., 2006; Krueger et al., 1996), examining a pathway in
which self-regulatory skills are learned is important for our understanding of the
development of externalizing behaviors.
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The Current Study
Although the bulk of research on the connection between poverty and child
externalizing behaviors is consistent with the notion that poverty is associated with
increased externalizing symptoms, variability within the literature suggests that this
association is imperfect and may depend on other situational or individual factors. For
example, environmental factors such as parental mental health and overall familial
functioning have been found to be much more salient than poverty when predicting
psychopathology in adolescents (Goodman, & Meltzer, 2004). Similarly, exposure to
neighborhood violence and parental abuse has been found to mediate the relationship
between low SES and delinquency (Chauhan & Dickon, 2009). These findings were
similar to a previous study examining delinquency and boys in disadvantaged
neighborhoods (Chung & Steinberg, 2006). In this study, it was found that neighborhood
disadvantage related to delinquency in boys, but only when mediated by parenting
behavior and peer deviance. These studies indicate that socioeconomic disadvantage is
only one component in the development and maintenance of externalizing problems, and
that poverty alone is not sufficient as an indicator of which youths are most at-risk for
maladjustment. The discrepancies in results indicate a need for further exploration
surrounding the role of poverty, family functioning, and externalizing problems.
The current study aims to address these discrepancies in two ways. First, the
majority of studies use objective poverty measures to examine the relationship between
poverty and externalizing behaviors. One explanation for mixed results in prior research
may be that alternative measures of poverty, such as perceived poverty, better explain
this relationship. Therefore, the current research will examine the associations between
10

both objective and perceived poverty on externalizing behaviors in at-risk adolescents.
Second, given indicators that family routines (or lack thereof) are associated with poverty
and with externalizing behaviors in youths, the roles of individual and family chaos as
moderators of the poverty-externalizing behaviors relationship will be assessed. The
research questions that will be addressed are:
1. Is the association that has been found between perceived poverty and
internalizing symptoms replicable with externalizing behaviors?
2. How does perceived poverty compare to objective poverty as a predictor of
externalizing behaviors in adolescents?
3.

Does individual and family chaos moderate the relationship between poverty
and externalizing behaviors?

It was hypothesized that perceived poverty will positively predict problematic behaviors,
and that it will be a stronger predictor of these behaviors than objective poverty. It was
also predicted that both lack of daily routines and family chaos will moderate the strength
of the relationship between poverty and externalizing behaviors within the adolescent
sample.
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CHAPTER II – METHODOLOGY
Participants
Participants were recruited from a military-style residential program in the
southeastern United States. This program is a federally funded intervention for
adolescents aged 16-18 who have dropped out of high school and are unemployed. The
program is not associated with the juvenile justice system; rather, adolescents enroll due
to behavioral and or academic challenges they were experiencing in their previous
environments. Participants for the current study consisted of 194 youth who enrolled in
the program in spring 2019 or fall 2019 (see Table 1 for all demographic information).
The sample was a majority male (83%) and Caucasian (63.4%). Participant ages ranged
between 16 to 19 years old with the mean age being 16.7 years old.
Table 1
Demographics
N (%)
Sex
Male
Female
Ethnicity
Caucasian
African American
Hispanic/Latinx
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian
Multiracial
Other

161 (83)
33 (17)
123 (63.4)
45 (23.2)
2 (1)
1(.5)
4 (2.1)
7 (3.6)
12 (6.2)
M (SD)
16.7 (.68)
45,209.80 (15,390.16)
13.28 (5.20)
83.68 (25.06)
4.5 (4.70)

Age
Objective Poverty
Perceived Poverty
Daily Routines
Disciplinary Infractions
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Materials
Data was collected via a survey program (Qualtrics) during group testing sessions
using computers in classrooms on the program’s campus.
Demographics
Demographic information was obtained through questions asking participants to
identify their gender, age, and race. It was not expected that adolescents would know
their parent’s gross family income; therefore, neighborhood poverty was used to
determine objective poverty. Participants’ home addresses were provided by the program
and the median household income in the census tract indicated by each youths’ home
address was used as a proxy for their families’ objective poverty.
Perceived Poverty
Perceived poverty was measured using the Adolescent Perceptions of Family
Hardship & Financial Hardship Experiences (Conger, Conger, Matthews, & Elder Jr.,
1999). This measure asks about adolescents’ awareness of financial problems within their
family (e.g. “How often do your parents argue about not having enough money?), and the
extent to which they have experienced material and social disadvantages due to familial
financial hardship (e.g. “How often have you had enough money for doing things you and
your friends like to do, such as going to the movies, eating pizza, etc.?”). The measure
has good psychometric properties with an alpha coefficient of .77, suggesting acceptable
internal consistency. Additionally, the measure in the current sample yielded an alpha
coefficient of .87 indicating that strong internal consistency was maintained.
Chaos
Familial chaos was measured retrospectively using the Confusion, Hubbub, and
Order Scale (Matheny, Washs, Ludwig, & Phillips, 1995). The 15-item measure asks
13

about the environment and structure of an adolescent’s household. Items are answered on
a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Very Much Like Your Home) to 4 (Not at All Like Your
Home). Questions include assessing for a noisy (e.g., “You can’t hear yourself think in
our home” (reverse coded), or “Our home is a good place to relax”), hostile (e.g., “I often
get drawn into other people’s arguments at home”(reverse coded)), and disruptive (e.g.,
“It’s a real zoo in our home” (reverse coded, or “At home we can talk to each other
without being interrupted”)) environment. Higher scores indicate higher levels of family
chaos. The measure has good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .79.
Internal consistency was maintained in the current sample yielding an alpha coefficient of
.75.
Routines
Due to the normative increase in independence during adolescence (Christie &
Viner, 2005), daily routines, independent of family functioning, were also measured
using the Adolescent Routines Questionnaire: Self Report (Meyer, 2008). This 33-item
measure asks adolescents the frequency in which they engage in different rituals they
have surrounding specific categories of daily functioning such as hygiene (“Every day I
brush my teeth”), school work (“I study/review for tests), extracurricular activities (“I
participate in sports”), and family functioning (“I ask permission before going
somewhere”). Items are rated on a Likert scale from 0 (Never) to 4 (Nearly Always) with
lower scores indicating a lack of routine and higher scores indicating more consistent
routines. The measure has an alpha of .84 suggesting good internal consistency.
Additionally, the measure in the current sample yielded an alpha coefficient of .91
indicating that strong internal consistency was maintained.
14

Externalizing Behavior
Externalizing behaviors were measured both objectively, using program
disciplinary records, and subjectively, using adolescent self-report of their externalizing
behaviors. Disciplinary infractions received by participants were reviewed and coded
using a coding procedure that has been established as relating to externalizing behaviors
and used previously by the research team (Charles, Floyd, Cole, & Barry, 2019). Given
the potential for treatment effects from the program (i.e. adolescents might be reducing
their externalizing behaviors due to the nature of the program) only infractions from the
first month of the program were totaled for their infraction score. More infractions
indicated a greater presence of externalizing behaviors.
Considering externalizing behavior was the main construct of interest, a formal
self-report measure of externalizing behavior was also collected. Participants completed
the Oregon Adolescent Depression Project Conduct Disorder Screener (OADP-CDS)
(Lewinsohn, Rhode, & Farrington, 2000). The OADP-CDS is a 6-item self-report
screener for conduct disorder. All items are scored in the same direction with higher
scores indicating greater levels of conduct disorder symptomology. The psychometric
properties of this measure are good with an alpha coefficient of .76 suggesting internal
consistency. Internal consistency was maintained in the current sample with an alpha
coefficient of .83. Additionally, significant associations with similar measures (e.g. YSR
Delinquent Behavior subscale, YSR Aggressive Behavior subscale, CBCL Delinquent
Behavior subscale, CBCL Aggressive Behavior subscale) suggest convergent validity.
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Procedure
First, approval from both the local Institutional Review Board and program
administers was obtained. Adolescents who were at least 18 years old provided informed
consent. For adolescents who were under 18, informed consent for youths to participate
in research was provided by the program director who served as guardian ad litem for the
duration of the program and the adolescents individually provided informed assent. Each
participant who agreed to participate was given a unique ID number that was used in
place of his/her name during computer-based survey completion and in the research
database. Participants completed measures during a larger study involving several testing
sessions. Each testing session lasted approximately 45 minutes and took place in the
program’s classrooms.
Data Analysis
Data was analyzed using SPSSv25. First, reliability of the scales used in this
sample was determined by assessing Following data collection, data was examined with
respect to missing data. If a participant completed less than 50% of a measure necessary
for the proposed analyses they were removed from the dataset for this study. If a
participant completed more than 50% of all measures required for this study, the pattern
of missing values was examined to determine whether the data are missing at random and
appropriate imputation techniques were used so that the participants were retained in
analyses. Data were then analyzed using SPSSv25.
To address the first hypothesis, a Poisson regression was conducted to assess how
well perceived poverty predicted the number of disciplinary infractions earned by
participants. Next, objective poverty and perceived poverty were included as independent
16

variables in a single model to determine if one outperforms the other, or if they were both
significant predictors of disciplinary infractions. The same protocol was followed using a
multiple linear regression to assess how well perceived poverty predicted self-reported
externalizing behaviors (Figure 1). Finally, the analyses aimed at examining the
moderating effect of chaos and daily routines on the poverty-externalizing link were more
exploratory in nature. All combinations of the poverty (objective, perceived), family
routines, chaos, and problematic behaviors (disciplinary infractions, self-reported
externalizing behaviors) were tested using either Poisson regressions (for disciplinary
infraction models) or multiple linear regressions (for externalizing behavior models), and
interactions among the terms were examined to determine their strength and direction.
The proposed models are presented in Figures 2 and 3.

Regression model for perceived poverty & objective poverty’s effects on
disciplinary infractions/externalizing behaviors

17

Poisson regression model for perceived/objective poverty’s effect on
disciplinary infractions moderated by family chaos/daily routines

Multiple regression model for perceived/objective poverty’s effect on
externalizing behaviors moderated by family chaos/daily routines

18

CHAPTER III - RESULTS
Preliminary Data Screening and Analysis
The original dataset (N=251) was composed of data collected from adolescents in
the Spring 2019 and Fall 2019 cohorts of the residential program. The data collected was
considered sufficient according to the results of a priori power analysis which indicated a
sample size of 200 would be adequate to detect a moderate-sized effect (d ≥ .4) at 80%
power (Cohen, 1992). Data were reviewed, and 194 participants at least partially
completed all measures of interest. Out of the 194 participants, 18 participants had
missing data for objective poverty and 19 participants had missing data for disciplinary
infractions because that information was absent from the files obtained from the program.
Independent samples t-tests were used to determine if significant differences existed
between missing and non-missing data. Independent samples t -tests were not significant
for all demographic variables between missing and non-missing infraction data (all ps >
.09); however, a significant difference existed between perceived poverty variables and
having missing vs. non-missing objective poverty data (t = -1.48, p = .026). To determine
whether imputation was necessary, power analyses were conducted with the full 194
participants and with the participants who had no missing data (N = 176). Power analyses
revealed that power dropped from .79 to .75 when the nineteen participants were
removed. Due to decline in power and the fact that objective poverty data was missing
due to a clerical error (i.e., the requested information from program records was not
complete when provided to the research team), it was determined to be random error and
thus imputation techniques were completed on both variables to retain all 194
participants. Because objective poverty is a linear variable, linear trend at point
19

imputation was used to retain all 18 participants; however, infractions are count data and
therefore Hot deck imputation was used to retain all 19 participants who were missing
infractions data. Therefore, after both imputations, all 194 participants were retained.
Lastly, due to the differences in scale for each measure, all data were transformed into zscores to allow for easier comparisons and interpretations amongst the measures.
Descriptive Data
Descriptive data was obtained to further understand the nature of poverty, chaos,
routines, externalizing behavior, and infractions in the sample (Table 1). Objective
poverty scores were obtained by entering each participants’ home address into the United
States Census database (2018). The median household income for participants’
neighborhood was obtained from U.S. census data and was used as a proxy for objective
poverty. Objective poverty ranged from a neighborhood median income of $17,375.00 to
$104,012.00 with the median neighborhood income being $43,626.53. Using the United
States Census (2018) income level cutoffs, 55.2% (N = 107) of the sample lived in low
income ($20,000 – $44,999) neighborhoods, and 44.8% (N = 87) participants lived in
middle class ($45,000 - $139,999) neighborhoods. Additionally, out of the low-income
participants, 3.6% (N = 7) of the sample lived below the poverty line ($24,858).
Perceived poverty scores ranged from 6 (no perceived poverty) to 28 (a great amount of
perceived poverty) with 12 being the median perceived poverty score. Daily routine
scores ranged from 0 to 132 with 84 being the median score, and chaos scores ranged
from 9 to 52 with 36 being the median score. Finally, the number of infractions received
in the first month of the program ranged from 0 to 24 with 3 being the median amount of
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infractions, and self-reported externalizing behavior scores ranged from 6 to 24 with 13
being the median score.
One-Way ANOVAs were used to test if demographic differences existed among
all independent and dependent variables. No remarkable differences were found between
variables and age (ps > .05); however, overall differences were found in relation to sex
and race. Girls reported significantly more chaos (F (1, 91) = 9.317, p = .003) and
perceived poverty (F (1, 91) = 16.234, p < .001) than did boys, and boys received
significantly more infractions (F (1, 91) = 4.685, p = .032) than did girls. As for race,
White participants reported significantly higher levels of perceived poverty (F (5, 187) =
3.687, p = .003) than nonwhite participants in the sample, and nonwhite participants
received significantly more disciplinary infractions (F (5, 187) = 6.352, p < .001) than
White participants. Due to significant differences in variables of interest amongst
participants based on sex and race, both variables were added as covariates to all models.
Bivariate correlations among all variables were then assessed (Table 2). Chaos
was positively correlated with perceived poverty and externalizing behavior; whereas the
number of daily routines was negatively correlated with perceived poverty, chaos, and
externalizing behavior. The number of infractions was not significantly correlated with
any other variable in the analyses.
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Table 2
Bivariate correlation coefficients between poverty, chaos, routines, and disciplinary infractions
Pearson’s Correlation
Externalizing
Behavior
Externalizing
Behavior
Perceived
.051
Poverty
Objective
.058
Poverty
Family
.212**
Chaos
Daily
-.203**
Routines
Note: * = p < .05; ** = p < .01

Perceived
Poverty

Objective
Poverty

Spearman’s Rank Order
Correlation
Family
Chaos

Daily
Routines

Disciplinary Infractions

.032
-.087
.069

-.109

.369**

.142*

-.221**

-.086

.041
-.348**

.018

Externalizing Behavior Regressions
First, to examine the predictive power of objective poverty and perceived poverty
on self-reported externalizing behaviors, both variables were entered into a multiple
regression (see Table 3 for all multiple regression results). This model was not significant
(F (4, 189) = .1.35, p = .253; R2 = .028). Next, multiple regression results indicated that a
model containing perceived poverty and number of daily routines significantly predicted
self-reported externalizing behaviors (F (4, 189) = 3.76, p = .006; R2 = .074). When the
interaction of perceived poverty and routines was added to the model, the model
remained significant (F (5, 188) = 3.00, p = .013; R2 = .074); however, the interaction
itself was not significant. When examining the coefficients in the model, daily routines
significantly related to externalizing behaviors in models that included (ß = -.210, p =
.004) and excluded (ß = -.213, p = .005) the interaction term, such that having fewer daily
routines was associated with more externalizing behaviors. Significant results were found
when examining the predictive power of perceived poverty and family chaos on selfreported externalizing behaviors. A model containing perceived poverty and family chaos
significantly predicted externalizing behaviors (F (4, 189) = 4.24, p = .003; R2 = .082).
When their interaction was added to the model, the model remained significant (F (5,
188) = 3.49, p = .005; R2 = .085); however, the interaction was not significant. Chaos was
a significant predictor in models including (ß = .230, p = .004) and excluding (ß = .245, p
= .001) the interaction term, which indicates increased levels of family chaos predicted
higher levels of self-reported externalizing behaviors.
The multiple regression model examining objective poverty and routines in
relation to self-reported externalizing behaviors was significant (F (4, 189) = 3.44, p =
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.010; R2 = .068). The model remained significant when the interaction of objective
poverty and routines was added (F (5, 188) = 2.75, p = .020; R2 = .068)), though the
interaction itself was not significant. Similar to the perceived poverty models, daily
routines significantly related to externalizing behaviors in models including (ß = -.221 p
= .003) and excluding (ß = -.220 p = .003) the interaction term, such that having fewer
daily routines related to reporting more externalizing behaviors. Like the previous
models, the model containing objective poverty and chaos was significant (F (4, 189) =
3.98, p = .004; R2 = .078), and remained significant when their interaction was added (F
(5, 188) = 3.28, p = .007; R2 = .080) though again the interaction was not significant.
Examining the coefficients, chaos was significantly related to externalizing behaviors in
models that both included (ß = .245, p = .001) and excluded (ß = .245, p = .001) the
interaction term, with greater levels of chaos predicting greater levels of externalizing
behaviors.
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Table 3
Multiple regression models – perceived poverty, objective poverty, daily routines, and family chaos associated with externalizing
behaviors

Perceived Poverty
Objective Poverty
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Daily Routines
1
Perceived Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Perceived Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Daily Routines
Perceived Poverty x Family Chaos
1
Perceived Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Perceived Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Family Chaos

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B
S.E. B
.426
.389
.226
.370
-1.87
1.03
-.405
.515

Standardized
Coefficient
ß
.082
.044
-.138
-.057

R2
.028

R2 Change
.028

F
1.35

p
.253

.250
-1.09
-2.16
.157
.258
-1.08
-2.13
.157
.067

.383
.372
1.01
.142
.387
.380
1.02
.142
.361

.048
-.213**
-.158*
.079
.050
-.210**
-.157*
.079
.013

.074

.074

3.76

.006

.074

.000

3.00

.013

.032
1.26
-2.23
.182
.089
1.18
-2.10
.195
-.306

.397
.388
1.01
.141
.406
.404
1.02
.142
.426

.006
.245**
-.163*
.091
.017
.230**
-.154*
.098
-.053

.082

.082

4.24

.003

.085

.003

3.49

.005

Table 3 Continued
Objective Poverty x Daily Routines
1
Objective Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Objective Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
Objective Poverty x Daily Routines
Objective Poverty x Family Chaos
1
Objective Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Objective Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
Objective Poverty x Family Chaos
Note: * = p < .05; ** = p < .01

.161
-1.13
-2.07
-.281
.161
-1.14
-2.08
-.272
.063

.362
.369
.975
.505
.000
.371
.983
.142
.386

.031
-.220**
-.152*
-.040
.031
-.221**
-.153*
-.038
.012

.068

.068

3.45

.010

.068

.000

2.74

.020

.071
1.26
-2.29
-.399
.119
1.26
-2.32
-.382
-.265

.363
.372
.980
.500
.370
.372
.982
.501
.357

.014
.245**
-.168*
-.056
.023
.245**
-.170*
-.054
-.053

.078

.078

3.98

.004

.080

.002

3.28

.007

Disciplinary Infractions Regressions
Using the same process as described above, objective and perceived poverty were
entered into a Poisson regression to determine their relationship to the count of
disciplinary infractions (see Table 4 for all Poisson regression results). When both
variables were entered into the model, the overall model was significant (χ2 (4) = 45.04, p
<.001) and objective poverty (IRR = .889, p = .001) significantly related to the number of
disciplinary infractions participants received. More specifically, a 1 standard deviation
(SD) increase in wealth significantly predicted an 11.1% decrease in disciplinary
infractions.
Next, Poisson regressions were conducted to assess the associations between
perceived poverty, daily routines, and count of disciplinary infractions. Results indicated
that the overall model was significant (χ2 (5) = 42.75, p <.001). Perceived poverty (IRR =
.915, p = .017) and daily routines (IRR = .902, p = .004) were considered significant in
the model. Further results indicate that a 1 SD increase in perceived poverty significantly
predicted an 8.5% decrease in disciplinary infractions and a 1 SD increase in daily
routines significantly predicted a 9.8% decrease in infractions. The interaction of
perceived poverty and routines was not significant. Next, the perceived poverty and chaos
model was examined and was also determined to be significant (χ2 (5) = 49.96, p <.001).
Perceived poverty (IRR = .886, p = .003) and household chaos (IRR = 1.104, p = .013)
were significant in the model, indicating that a 1 SD increase in perceived poverty was
related to a 11.4% decrease in disciplinary infractions, and a 1 SD increase in household
chaos was related to a 10.4% increase in infractions. Additionally, the interaction
between chaos and perceived poverty was also significant (IRR = 1.168 p < .001)
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demonstrating that participants who reported higher levels of perceived poverty and
lower levels of household chaos had significantly fewer disciplinary infractions than
participants who reported lower levels of perceived poverty and higher levels of chaos as
well as participants who reported higher levels of perceived poverty and higher levels of
chaos (Figure 4).

Interaction of perceived poverty and household chaos in relation to disciplinary
infractions
The same Poisson regressions were conducted for objective poverty. The overall
model testing associations between objective poverty, daily routines, and count of
disciplinary infractions was significant (χ2 (5) = 93.81, p <.001). Additionally, objective
poverty (IRR = .843, p <.001) and daily routines (IRR = .908, p = .004) were
significantly related to disciplinary infractions. More specifically, a 1 SD increase in
objective wealth was significantly related to a 15.7% decrease disciplinary infractions
and a 1 SD increase in daily routines was significantly related to a 9.2% decrease in
disciplinary infractions. Additionally, the interaction of both variables (IRR = .800, p
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<.001) was significantly related to disciplinary infractions indicating that individuals who
were from higher-SES census backgrounds received fewer infractions when their families
had a lower number of routines relative to a higher number of routines. Conversely,
individuals from lower-SES census backgrounds received fewer infractions when their
families practiced more daily routines than when they practiced fewer daily routines
(Figure 5). Lastly, the model for objective poverty and household chaos was significant
(χ2 (5) = 44.47, p <.001). Objective poverty (IRR= .874, p <.001) was significantly
related to disciplinary infractions indicating that a 1 SD increase in wealth was associated
with a 12.6% decrease in disciplinary infractions. The interaction between objective
poverty and chaos was also not significant.

Interaction of objective poverty and daily routines in relation to disciplinary
infractions
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Table 4

Poisson regression models – perceived poverty, objective poverty, daily routines, and family chaos associated

with disciplinary infractions

Perceived Poverty
Objective Poverty
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Daily Routines
1
Perceived Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Perceived Poverty
Daily Routines
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Daily Routines
Perceived Poverty x Family Chaos
1
Perceived Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
2
Perceived Poverty
Family Chaos
Gender
Ethnicity
Perceived Poverty x Family Chaos

Unstandardized Coefficients
B
S.E.
-.063
.037
-.118
.036
-.473
.111
.084
.047

Standardized Coefficients
IRR
.939
.889**
.623**
1.09

-.088
-.100
-.492
.109
-.089
-.103
-.496
.110
-.008

.037
.033
.111
.047
.038
.036
.112
.047
.035

.916*
.905**
.611**
1.12*
.915*
.902**
.609**
1.12*
.992

-.085
.041
-.476
.096
-.121
.099
-.543
.103
.155

.038
.036
.112
.047
.040
.040
.113
.047
.040

.918*
1.04
.621**
1.10*
.886**
1.10*
.581**
1.11*
1.17**

Table 4 Continued
Objective Poverty x Daily Routines
1
Objective Poverty
-.133
Daily Routines
-.102
Gender
-.566
Ethnicity
.107
2
Objective Poverty
-.171
Daily Routines
-.096
Gender
-.498
Ethnicity
.071
Objective Poverty x Daily
-.223
Routines
Objective Poverty x Family Chaos
1
Objective Poverty
-.127
Family Chaos
.034
Gender
-.541
Ethnicity
.093
2
Objective Poverty
-.135
Family Chaos
.040
Gender
-.539
Ethnicity
.091
Objective Poverty x Family
.043
Chaos
Note: * = p < .05; ** = p < .01

.036
.034
.108
.047
.039
.033
.109
.047
.033

.876**
.903**
.568**
1.11*
.843**
.908**
.608**
1.07
.800**

.036
.035
.109
.046
.037
.036
.109
.046
.035

.881**
1.04
.582**
1.10*
.874**
1.04
.583**
1.10*
1.04

CHAPTER IV – DISCUSSION
The purpose of the current study was two-fold. First, the study aimed to better
understand the relationship between perceived poverty and objective poverty in relation
to externalizing behaviors. Second, the study further explored the moderating role
between poverty and environmental risk and protective factors, specifically, the presence
of daily routines and family household chaos. It was hypothesized that perceived poverty
would positively predict problematic behaviors, and that it would be a stronger predictor
of these behaviors than objective poverty. It was also predicted that both the lack of daily
routines and the presence of household chaos would moderate the strength of the
relationship between poverty and externalizing behaviors.
The first hypothesis was partly supported depending on the type of externalizing
behavior being examined. Results showed that neither perceived poverty nor objective
poverty predicted self-reported externalizing behaviors, suggesting that poverty does not
contribute significantly to self-reported conduct problems. However, higher levels of
externalizing behaviors were found when higher levels of chaos and a lower number of
daily routines were reported by participants. The interactions between poverty and family
factors were not significant, indicating that chaotic households and having fewer routines
were significantly more influential factors than poverty when it came to self-reported
externalizing behavior. This suggests that family and home environments are actually
more important factors than poverty when considering the negative impact on adolescent
behavior. These findings support previous research relating both household chaos
(Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant, & Reiser, 2007) and daily routines (Brody & Flor, 1997) to
increases in externalizing behavior. Previous studies found similar results using parent
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self-report data for younger children (Curtis, 2000; Kase, 1999); however, very few
studies have replicated these results using adolescent self-report. Therefore, the current
study provides evidence to suggest the link between externalizing behaviors and
environmental disorganization extends into adolescence and remains consistent
throughout different ages and types of reporters.
Interestingly, results differed when predicting disciplinary infractions. First,
objective poverty predicted disciplinary infractions when entered into the same regression
model as perceived poverty, indicating that family income plays an important role in
adolescents’ behavior in the program where this research took place. Higher levels of
neighborhood SES, as measures by U.S. Census data based on youths’ address in
program records, were associated with fewer disciplinary infractions. This is consistent
with the poverty literature, which states that poverty is related to externalizing behaviors
(Haynie, Silver, & Teasdale, 2006; Beyers, Loeber, Wikstrom, & Stouthamer-Lober,
2001). Significant results were also found in perceived poverty models. Results suggest
that although perceived poverty was not directly related to adolescent self-reported
externalizing behaviors it was related to rule-breaking behavior in a residential treatment
setting; however, the relationship between perceived poverty and rule-breaking behavior
was in the opposite direction than was hypothesized. The participants who reported
greater levels of perceived poverty received fewer disciplinary infractions.
One explanation for the unexpected relationships between perceived poverty and
externalizing behaviors could be the improvement in psychological wellbeing associated
with escaping impoverished environments. Previous research has shown that children
from poor families who experience improvements in their financial status experience
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improvements in their socioemotional functioning compared to chronically poor children
(Costello, Erkanli, Copeland, & Angold, 2010; Katz, Kling, & Liebman, 1999; Slopen,
Fitzmaurice, Williams, & Gilman, 2010). Specifically, prior research examining children
who moved from low-income neighborhoods to more financially prosperous
neighborhoods (Katz, Kling, & Liebman, 1999) as well as research on children who went
from food insecure to food secure (Slopen, Fitzmaurice, Williams, & Gilman, 2010)
showed significant decreases in their externalizing behaviors. A similar phenomenon
could be present in participants in this study who perceived their families as more
financially disadvantaged prior to enrollment in the military-style residential program.
One explanation that has been posited for this association is that removing adolescents
from the stress associated with being aware of your families’ financial situation (Conger
& Conger, 2002) can improve psychological functioning and thus reduce externalizing
behaviors. More research is needed to determine if adolescents experience a reduction in
stress when moving from an impoverished environment to a residential setting, and if this
reduction of stress relates to improved psychological outcomes.
Similar to the first hypothesis, the second hypothesis examining the moderating
role of family chaos and daily routines was also partly supported. When examining the
role of chaos and daily routines, each significantly interacted with only one of the poverty
variables to predict program disciplinary infractions. More specifically, fewer routines
and less perceived poverty each predicted a higher number of disciplinary infractions;
however, their interaction was not significant. This suggests that daily routines and
perceived poverty independently impact disciplinary infractions as separate factors, rather
than being related. Conversely, perceived poverty and household chaos independently
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predicted disciplinary infractions, and their interaction was significant indicating that
among adolescents who reported high levels of perceived poverty, those with low levels
of household chaos received fewer disciplinary infractions than those with high levels of
household chaos. Among adolescents with lower levels of perceived poverty, adolescents
with less household chaos received more infractions than adolescents with more
household chaos. This suggests that lower levels of household chaos prior to starting the
program was a protective factor against maladjustment for adolescents who perceived
their families to be poor. These results are similar to results found in the literature
surrounding household chaos. Specifically, elevated levels of household chaos have been
shown to relate to increases in externalizing behaviors in both Caucasian and African
American samples (Dumas, Nissley, Nordstrom, Phillips Smith, Prinz, & Levine, 2005).
Research has also found that limiting household chaos helps mitigate the relationship
between genetic risk factors and externalizing problems in a study of monozygotic and
dizygotic twins (Wang, Deater-Decker, Petrill, & Thompson, 2012). These results
indicate that household chaos functions differently between different levels of perceived
poverty. The current study adds to this body of literature by providing evidence that
household chaos contributes to externalizing behaviors in adolescents outside of the
home, specifically when it comes to adjusting to residential treatment, and that this
relationship is primarily apparent among youths who perceive higher levels of financial
strain in their families.
When objective poverty replaced perceived poverty in the models, the opposite
effect was observed. Both fewer routines and less objective poverty significantly
predicted higher numbers of disciplinary infractions; additionally, their interaction was
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significant indicating that a greater number of daily routines among adolescents from
lower-income neighborhoods was associated with fewer infractions during the first month
of the program when compared to their lower-income peers with fewer daily routines.
Among youth from higher-income areas, the opposite pattern was found- higher routines
were associated with more disciplinary infractions. The result for lower-income youths is
similar to research identifying daily routines as a moderating protective factor for daily
hassles and adjustment in children (Bridley & Jordan, 2012). The fact that the opposite
was found for youths from higher-income areas means that the impact of routines is
dissimilar across income levels, similar to the results found for perceived poverty and
family chaos. It may be that more structured household functioning allows youths from
families that have fewer financial resources to adjust better to the regimented residential
program setting than those with less structured families. The finding for youths from
higher-income areas is unexpected but may be evidence of the opposite effect occurring
for these youth. Although there is no current research on the matter, youth who are
wealthier, experience less perceived poverty, and have already live in organized
households, may view the transition to the residential treatment program as leaving a
positive environment and entering a more negative one, and therefore have a harder time
adjusting. These findings could also be the result of issues with the way these data were
measured (i.e. proxy measurements for objective poverty and externalizing behavior).
Family chaos did not play as significant of a role in objective poverty models suggesting
that objective poverty was more important when predicting infractions when compared to
family chaos.
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These findings contribute to the body of research examining poverty, family
functioning, and maladaptive behaviors in children. Results suggest the pathway between
poverty and child psychological distress is similar to the pathway described by the
Family Stress Model (FSM; Conger & Conger, 2002), which posits that the relationship
between poverty and children’s psychological distress is due to issues in family
functioning, primarily related to maternal depression and marital conflict. Previous
research has found that parental depression contributes to more chaotic home
environments (Hur, Buettner, & Jeon, 2015); therefore, increases in household chaos may
contribute to the link between maternal depression and children’s social-emotional
functioning. Due to the nature of the sample, researchers did not have access to parent
self-report data so the direct link between these variables could not be assessed; however,
expanding the FSM to include family chaos and daily routines could help parse apart the
complicated relationship between poverty and childhood psychological functioning, and
could potentially help researchers elaborate on different mechanisms leading to
internalizing and externalizing behaviors in children and adolescents.
Additionally, the current research provides more information regarding perceived
poverty’s influence on childhood psychological functioning. Prior research found a
connection between perceived poverty’s influence on internalizing behavior (Conger &
Conger, 2002; McLoyd et al., 1999); however, the results from the current study indicates
that perceived poverty also contributes to adolescent externalizing behavior.
Interestingly, perceived poverty had the opposite effect than what was hypothesized for
rule-breaking behavior- increased perceived poverty was associated with fewer
disciplinary infractions in youth. Although this was the opposite relationship than what
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was hypothesized, it provides insight into the influence perception can have on
adolescent behavior. For instance, perceiving that your family is in a bad financial
situation might help adolescents appreciate situations in which they are not surrounded by
reminders of their families’ poverty and also have access to services they might not have
previously had (e.g., educational and job training services), and therefore lead to lower
levels of externalizing behaviors in this new setting. This is the first study to find a
relationship between externalizing behaviors and perceived poverty. This indicates that
perceived poverty should be considered as a potential influential variable to consider
when examining the relationship between poverty and behavior problems in children and
adolescents.
Limitations & Future Directions
This study is not without its limitations. First, data were collected crosssectionally limiting the ability to interpret results as causal. Although adolescents were
asked to report retrospectively, data collected in real time at several different times would
likely result in more accurate representations of behavior. Second, the population
sampled is a very niche population and thus results might not translate to populations of
adolescents outside of the military-style residential facility. Further, the sample is
predominantly white and male indicating that results might not generalize to minority
groups and girls. Future research should focus on expanding the diversity of the sample
to determine if results are culturally influenced or remain consistent regardless of race
and/or gender. Third, several proxy measurements were used for the constructs tested in
the current models such as national data estimates for objective poverty, and retrospective
data for household environments. Therefore, conclusions might not be as accurate as
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they would be if exact and real-time data was collected. Future research would benefit
from collecting collateral information from parents to assure that reports of household
chaos and routines are consistent, and to obtain an exact measurement of household
income.
The current study provides information regarding the role of perceived poverty,
objective poverty, family chaos, and daily adolescent routines as they relate to
externalizing behaviors and disciplinary infractions in a military-style residential facility.
Results showed that and daily routines and family chaos were the significant predictors of
externalizing behavior compared to poverty (both objective and perceived). This
indicates a significant place for family and teen intervention. Considering yearly income
is hard to increase quickly and thus a harder thing to target for intervention, household
chaos and daily routines provide a more malleable avenue for implementing interventions
and have the potential to improve outcomes for at-risk youth. Objective and perceived
poverty were significant predictors of disciplinary infractions during the first month of
the residential program indicating a connection between poverty and program
maladjustment. Objective poverty was moderated by daily routines and perceived poverty
was moderated by household chaos. This suggests that having both consistent routines
and a limited amount of household chaos prior to the residential program contributed to
better adjustment throughout the first month of the program. These results further
indicate that both objectively low-income adolescents and adolescents who perceive their
family to have less than others would benefit specifically from interventions aimed at
reducing chaos and increasing routines at home. Future research should focus on
implementing parenting and household management interventions in low income
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neighborhoods to try to mitigate potentially negative externalizing outcomes associated
with poverty and maladaptive parenting practices.
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